Are return migrants 'losers' who fail to adapt to the challenges of the host economy, and thereby exacerbate the brain drain linked to emigration? Or are they 'winners' whose return enhances the human and physical capital of the home country? These questions are the subject of a burgeoning literature. This paper analyze a new database culled from the 1911 Irish population census to address these issues for returnees to Ireland from North America more than a century ago. The evidence suggests that those who returned had the edge over the population as a whole in terms of human capital, if not also over those who remained abroad.
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Introduction:
Ireland has long been famous for being a land of emigrants, where relatively few of those who left ever returned. According to one familiar estimate (Gould 1980: 57) the likelihood of an Irish emigrant returning permanently from the United States on the eve of the First World War was only 6.7 per cent, compared to 57.9 per cent for Italian emigrants, 21.7 per cent for Germans and 11.6 for English. 2 Even if these rates are underestimates (Bandiera et al. 2015) , the nineteenth-century Irish custom of the 'American wake', whereby emigrants-to-be were treated like departed souls, tells its own story. It is hardly surprising, then, that much more is known about the Irish who left, and why they left, than about those who returned. This paper is about the minority who returned.
A key feature of the economics literature on out-migration is selfselection, or whether and how migrants who leave differ from those who remain (Borjas 1987) . In the more recent literature on return migration (Borjas and Bratsberg 1987; Devanzo 1996 Devanzo , 1998 Dustmann 2003; Ward 2017; Stark 2018) the issue is analogous. This issue will also be our focus here. Borjas and Bratsberg (1987) hypothesize that those who return tend to be either the best of the best or the worst of the worst, i.e. return migration reinforces the initial selection into outmigration, but the others report more nuanced findings. A good example is Handlos et al. (2018) who find that the impact of illness on the likelihood of Danish immigrants returning home is a function of age, with illness prompting 2 Gould defined the 'repatriant ratio' as 'emigrant aliens plus non-emigrant aliens minus non-immigrant aliens… for the years 1907-08 to 1913-14 … as a percentage of the sum of immigrant aliens from the same country for the years 1904-05 to 1901-11' (Gould 1980: 56) . younger migrants to stay and older migrants to return home. A recent study of returnees to Romania finds that they were positively selected among migrants overall and therefore also relative to non-migrants (Ambrosini et al. 2015) . This echoes the findings of an earlier study of Puerto Rican migrants in the 1980s which found that while out-migration was negatively selected, return migration was positively selected; i.e. the more skilled and successful of the emigrants were more likely to return (Ramos 1992) . Abramitzky et al. (2019) compare the occupations of Norwegians who returned home from the US during the golden age of mass migration with the occupations of those who did not return, and find evidence of negative selecti0n relative to out-migrants. Yet the returnees held occupations of higher status than those who never emigrated. Abramitzky et al. conclude that the returnees 'despite being negatively selected … were able to accumulate savings and improve their economic circumstances once they returned home'. This study seeks to find a place for the Irish a century ago in this burgeoning literature on selection and return migration.
Ireland:
Irish return migration has also been the focus of a good deal of analysis, though less by economists than other social scientists and, indeed, scholars in the humanities. 3 A study of returnees to the west of Ireland, based on fieldwork conducted in 1975, found that whereas females tended to return because they found adjustment to life abroad difficult or because they wanted to marry, most males returned to inherit property or assist the family (Foeken 1980) . Both Whelan and Hughes (1976) and Gmelch (1986) found that while out-migration was driven by material considerations, psychic forces such the attraction of being near friends and relatives at home played a major role in the decision to return. In a fieldwork study of return migration to Achill in county Mayo in the 1970s McGrath (1991) reechoed the finding that the motivations for out-migration were more complex than those for return migration; a noteworthy theme in her study was the disappointment of many returnees with life at home. Barrett and Goggins (2010) address the issue of selection using a large-scale survey of employees in Ireland in the 200os. Comparing the wages of returnees and comparable people who never emigrated, they find the former earned a significant wage premium, consistent with the hypothesis that, given time, 'migration can be part of a process of human capital formation'.
Studying return migration to Ireland in the more distant past is more problematic. In the case of nineteenth-and early twentieth-century Irish return migration, even its extent is uncertain, making the analysis of its determinants, characteristics, and consequences challenging (Akenson 2012: 241-43) . Nonetheless, the topic has generated a distinguished literature, beginning with Schrier (1958 ), continuing with Fitzpatrick (1996 , and culminating recently in Dunnigan (2012) and Fitzpatrick (2019) .
All these studies focus on returnees from the United States a century or so ago.
Who, then, were these returnees? As in most economic analyses of human migration, the issue of selection is key. Killick (2018) unearthed a reference in the London Gazette (2th August 1842) to 'people who have gone to the United States to find employment, but not finding it in the cities or close to the seaboard, return to England, but chiefly to Ireland, preferring rather to starve or to idle at home with their friends than abroad, among strangers', but such returnees are likely to have been very few. Only a small minority of the millions who emigrated from Ireland during the Age of Mass Migration returned. Presumably more returned, either to visit or for good, as trans-Atlantic travel became safer and more affordable.
Little is known about how those who returned to Ireland differed from those who left it or, indeed, those who remained at home. A study of a small cohort of American returnees to Ireland c. 1858-1865 by 't Hart (1985) is consistent with some skill acquisition while abroad, though this sample may be biased by the overrepresentation of skilled workers evading conscription during the U.S. civil war. The chapter on returnees in Schrier's (1959) pioneering study of post-Famine emigration also addresses the issue of selection, although informally. Schrier relies heavily on his analysis of a questionnaire specially prepared for him by the Irish Folklore Commission (IFC). From his reading of this source, Schrier inferred that women intent on marriage were much more likely to return than men, and that otherwise 'there was no single reason which explained the return of the Yank'; the returnees tended to opt for business rather than farm life, buying a public house being a favourite strategy: 'as late as 1955 it was declared that every bar in Killarney was run by a Yank' (Schrier 1958: 132, 138; Wyman 1993: 136;  see too Moynihan 2019: 21-23) . Of course, much of the IFC material used by Schrier is anecdotal and impressionistic. Still, a focus on the summary statements of the IFC's contacts, who were able and experienced, rather than on transcribed oral narratives replete with anecdotes, suggests that those who returned were 'successful' (see Appendix 1). Miller (1985: 426, 519) noted that cheaper and safer passages in the late nineteenth century increased the proportion who returned home, and offers a hint that migrants from the west of Ireland were more likely to return than those from the east, but only because they suffered more from homesickness or found it harder to adapt in America because of their lack of English. Fitzpatrick (1996) discovered some previously neglected data on returnees for 1912 and 1913 (BPP 1913 , 1914 , and used it to compare Irish and British returnees. These data (see Appendix 2), show that Irish emigrants were less inclined to return than those from the rest of the United Kingdom; in 1912-13 the ratio of immigration to emigration was about 14 per cent in the case of Ireland, but over one-fifth for the UK. It is the proportions that matter here; both numbers are higher than those inferred by Gould (1980: 57) for return migration from the US in 1907-14 (6.7 per cent for Ireland, 11.6 per cent for England, and 13.1 per cent for Scotland).
More significant for this study, they also show that in terms of 'brain gain', the relative quality of the Irish return flow was higher than that of the British. In the case of males the proportion of white collar and skilled workers was twice as high among the returnees as among the emigrants.
The data on females are more difficult to interpret, given the high proportion with no reported occupation, but the significantly higher share of white collar women workers among the returnees (6.5 per cent versus 3.3 per cent) is interesting. The differences between emigrants and returnees in the rest of the United Kingdom were much smaller (see Appendix Tables 1a and 1b). The outcome represents a form of 'brain gain' from return migration (compare Abramitzky et al. 2019; Biondo et al. 2012 ).
Dunnigan's study of returnees was the first to exploit systematically the U.S. passport database on Ancestry.com. The database contains passport applications from over fourteen thousand Irish emigrants wishing to return home, either to visit or to stay. Most of the applications refer to the post-1914 period, when a passport became compulsory for travel abroad.
The passports are a rich source, with information on, among other details, name, age, places of birth and residence, years spent in the US, occupation, physical characteristics, and reason for travel; many include photographs.
This rich source has also been exploited by Fitzpatrick (2019) in a fascinating analysis of visitors and returnees to the county of Leitrim. 4 Dunnigan's (2011: 116) analysis of the motivations north Connacht returnees a century or so ago as reflected by U.S. passport applications reveal that most of those who returned did not stay. Nearly three-quarters referred to temporary family-related visits. Only one per cent explicitly disclosed that they were returning home to live, although presumably some of the eight per cent who were returning 'for health reasons' and the two 4 Here are Dunnigan's data on the reasons for returning given on U.S. passport applications: per cent who were doing so 'to take care of family' were also likely to remain on. Dunnigan's assessment of how permanent returnees fared draws heavily on the IFC material.
The 1911 Census:
The census of 1911 recorded the population of Ireland as 4,390,219. At that time roughly half as many Irish-born people lived abroad as lived in Ireland. 5 The number of foreign-born residents in both Ireland (157,000) and Britain (284,830) were miniscule by comparison. They included 7,371 born in the ambiguously defined 'America' and a further 5,049 born in the United States. A small proportion of those were visitors, but most were the children or grandchildren of returned emigrants, and the late David Fitzpatrick (2019: ch. 6) has used the presence of the latter in the census enumeration forms to produce a hand-collected profile of returnees living in County Leitrim in 1901 and 1911. 6 Fitzpatrick identifies 'a widely dispersed and notably unexotic population rising to 300 American settlers, most of whom were the children of emigrants from Leitrim who evidently had struggled to make ends meet in America'. He dubs permanent returnees 'losers', whereas he describes those who applied for a US visa in order to return for short-term visits only c. 1918-22 as 'winners' (Fitzpatrick 2019: ch. 6 ). Comparing the addresses of returnees with those of Leitrim people in general, he finds that the former were 'somewhat underrepresented' in the poorer north of the county but that overall the profile of the returnees 'closely mirrored' that of the home population. Looking at co-resident parents, Fitzpatrick finds that the median age of returning fathers was 45 years and that of mothers 40 years. Nearly nine-tenths of the fathers were farmers, with a sprinkling of farm labourers and shopkeepers.
From American Born to Returnee:
In this paper we address both the issues raised by Fitzpatrick and some other features of return migration at a national level. We extracted The census data used here provide a snapshot of the Irish population at a particular moment in time. Ideally, we would link individuals and create a longitudinal data source tracking demographic behavior and events over the life course for returnees. The cross-sectional nature of the 1911 census prohibits this. Clearly, our methodology will omit many returnees from the analysis. Since we use American-born children as a way of detecting their returnee parents we only recover only those who returned to Ireland already married; many more and, we suspect, particularly women returned home single, planning or hoping to marry on return.
Out of the 12,707 U.S. and 1,112 Canadian born individuals appearing in the 1911 census, we found that 1,707 and 213 were resident in non-nuclear households on census night respectively. Most were residing, either as an employee or 'boarder'/guest in institutions like hospitals, schools, and prisons. Since we cannot link these individuals to co-residing family members we exclude them from our analysis. This evidence suggests that returnees were more educated than the rest of the Irish population. Did this educational advantage translate into an advantage in occupational prestige? Table 3 shows that this appears to be the case. A large segment of household head returnees were farmers (51.7 per cent), possibly men who emigrated as rural labourers or farmer's noninheriting sons and bought land on their return. Returnees were 13.3 percentage points more likely to be farmers than the general population. faiths closely mirrored those in the population at large: 14.1, 11.5, and 1.6 respectively. Once returnees with the ambiguous birthplace of 'Ireland' are omitted, we find that 80.2 per cent of our household heads sample had returned to their county of birth. This proportion varies by county however.
For example, less than half (41.3 per cent) of Dublin-residing returnees hailed from the county whereas the equivalent share in the very rural county of Kerry was 92.5 per cent. Focusing solely on "Farmers" increases the share by 8.2 percentage points to 88.4, which suggests that returnees, in particular to more rural counties, were motivated by the prospect of inheriting or purchasing land. We elaborate on returnee and Americanborn locations later in our analysis.
Wives:
We identified 1,972 likely female returnees. These women were the wives of the household heads discussed in the previous section. We note that these returnees are less in number than 2,018 household heads. The reason for this is that some of the wives who returned with an Irish-born husband were American-born. Of the 2,054 marriages in our data, 1,950 (94.9 per cent) were both non-American born couples. In 22 (1.1 per cent) marriages the husband was American born but the wife was not, whilst in 68 (3.3 per cent) marriages the reverse applied. There were only 14 marriages, less than one per cent, where both couples were American born.
Once we apply our 'Irish-born' restriction to the sample of wives we whittle it down from 1,972 to 1,866.
As in the sample of male household heads, three-quarters of the wives were aged between 35 and 65. However, this statistic does not tell the whole story. Women returnees were younger as the median age was 43, five years younger than their husbands. This difference also applies to our lower bound on age at return calculation as the median age of return was 30. This implies that over half of the women in our sample gave birth to their youngest American-born child before reaching 30. Table 4 shows that the age-literacy trajectory for returnee wives follows a similar path to that displayed in Table 1 . As before, this illustrates that returnees appear to be positively selected on education. As for religious affiliation, that of the returnee wives is unremarkably like both that of the household heads and the population of 'wives' more broadly. 9
A key feature of the 1911 census was the introduction of questions about marital duration and fertility. To what extent did our sample of returnees differ? To examine this we further restrict our sample of returnee wives to who have indicated giving birth to at least one child, who married before they were 45, and had marital duration of at least five years. The first condition reduces the possibility that the woman is the household head's wife but not the mother of the American born child 10 whilst the second condition rules out marriages (most likely second marriages) that occurred later in life. The third condition removes recently married couples who tend to inflate the 'children per married years' fertility variables. The majority of returnees, those aged under 50, married at the same age as the population generally. Older returnees, married approximately 4 years later. One would imagine that this result is more likely to be driven by sample selection because the returnee sample must have a child present (so as to indicate they are returnees) whereas this does not apply to the wider population. Therefore, the population sample will contain older people with children who have all left home. This is why any interpretation of fertility differences must be also treated with due caution. Where did the returnees return to?:
One of Fitzpatrick's reasons for choosing Leitrim is that it contained the highest ratio of returnees to population of any Irish county in 1911. By our reckoning Leitrim was closely followed by counties Galway, Roscommon, Down, and Sligo. Perhaps a more interesting ratio is that of returnees to emigrants. For emigration to be effective, a lower ratio of returnees to emigrants to economically backward Leitrim than to, say, welloff Antrim would be desirable. Table 6 compares the two ratios at provincial level, using the ratio of parent returnees per 10,000 emigrants and per 10,000 population between 1881 and 1910. The comparison reveals that one striking feature of the returnees is that emigrants from the poorer counties were less likely to return home. Comparing the estimated stock of returnees to that of the emigrant outflow that emigrants from relatively advanced Ulster and Leinster were approximately twice as likely to return as those from the poorer provinces of Munster and Connacht. In this sense too, return migration reduced the economic cost of emigration. Emigrants were, for the most part, more likely to return in cases where economic conditions allowed them to. Logically, it is tempting to believe that the decision to return must be driven by nostalgia and the desire to be close to family and friends or a sense of responsibility for family. One might imagine that economic concerns should be downplayed because the economic push/pull factors that contributed to the era of mass migration in Ireland went largely unchanged until the second latter part of the 20 th century. Table 6 and Figure 1 and 2 oppose this view. They show that economic backwardness stymied return migration. Faster economic development in pre-Great War Ireland would have not only reduced population outflows but also attracted more of those who left to return home. Children: Table 1 shows that not only was there a large number of Americanborn grandchildren but also nieces and nephews. To which parts of Ireland did these children return to? Were they accompanied by their parents?
Were they more or less likely to declare school attendance between the ages of 13 and 16? These are questions we seek to answer in this section. Figure 3 illustrates the spatial distribution of children (i.e. sons and daughters, grandchildren, and niblings (nieces and nephews). Given our results in the previous subsection we present these as a share of emigrants rather than as a share of population. It is of no surprise that the map for children is similar to that of their parents as we are using children to detect returnees. The maps for grandchildren and niblings are different.
American-born grandchildren are more likely to be present in poorer western counties like Galway and Roscommon whereas the location of nieces and nephews appears to be reasonably, bar concentrations in Fermanagh, Louth, and Westmeath, homogenous.
Figure 3: Children, Grandchildren, and Niblings
The correlation matrix in Figure 4 represents an attempt to understand the spatial distributions shown in Figure 3 . The variables listed on the x-and y-axes grchil, retem, child1, nibling, and w1886 represent the relative frequencies of grandchildren, returnees, children, niblings, alongside Bowley's county-level wage rates. The number inside the tiles in the plot represents the correlation coefficient between the two variables.
The correlation coefficient of 0.96 between children and returnees (i.e. their parents) is very high, but not perfect, as expected. The reason why it is less than unity is because of differences in family-size. We already know that wages are correlated with the likelihood of returning. The strength of this correlation, a value of 0.5, associated with children confirms this.
However, this correlation reverses for grandchildren. American-born grandchildren were more likely to return to lower-wage counties. This result indicates that wages were not an impediment to returnees who returned to live with their parents. The negligible correlation connecting wages and niblings corroborates our earlier impression from Figure 3 that nephews and nieces were located somewhat randomly. If grandchildren returned to poorer counties, did they return with their parents? Going by the results in Table 7 that appears to be the case.
Over 90 per cent of both grandsons and granddaughters were recorded in the census as living where there was at least one person designated as a 'son' or 'daughter' to the household head. Whilst this figure undoubtedly contains some false positives (grandchildren connected to their uncle or aunt rather than father or mother) we believe that these would be reasonably scarce. Around one-third of all grandchildren lived in households where more than two people had declared that they were the son or daughter of the household head. The share of nieces and nephews recorded in a household where at least one of their parents (brother or sister to the household head) was also present is markedly lower, around 40 per cent. This result indicates that it was not uncommon for nieces and nephews to be returned to Ireland while their parents were still working in America.
School attendance can be inferred from the census as those in school declared themselves to be a 'scholar' in the occupation field (see Fernihough (2017) for an application with this variable). Figure 5 examines the school attendance-age trajectories for children in the six 'relationship to household head' groups stratified by those born in America and the population at large (mostly Irish born). Apart from American-born granddaughters, the majority of those aged 12 recorded themselves as scholars. The compulsory school leaving age of 13 meant that most left in the forthcoming years. In nearly all cases, American-born children were more likely to be attending school compared to their Irish-born counterparts. This is particularly pronounced for nephews before the age of 16 and nieces before the age of 15. In several cases, however, the 95 per cent confidence intervals, as indicated with the bars, for the two populations overlap thus cautioning against the notion that differences between the groups were universal. 
Conclusion:
Returnees, at least until very recently, have always been a small minority of those who emigrated from Ireland. Our focus in this paper has been on those who returned toward the end of the age of mass migration before 1914. For insight into their characteristics we analyzed parents in Ireland with United States-and Canadian-born children. Although it did not affect female marriage age, the New World left its mark on the returnees in terms of their fertility and the survival prospects of their children. We also found that the returnees were positively selected in APPENDIX returning couples is also striking. But the accounts broadly agree that the returnees had made a success of their time abroad and that they had accumulated sufficient capital to start a business, either as farmers or in commerce. All in all, they paint a prosaic picture but one far less gloomy than that of the 'losers' described by Fitzpatrick (2019) . They gave several years in America and came home and married into farms.
They made the 'fortune' in America.
[3] was pensioned off by a petroleum company for which he worked for years. He came home and went to live with his sister and started farming and jobbing on a small scale [4] came home in bad health and settled down to work at home
[5] came home with a lot of money and lived only a few years
[6] came home from Australia with a good share of money but turned to drink and spent it all. Got job as water bailiff.
[7] came home from Australia when his uncle willed him his farm-about 100 acres. He introduced Australian ranching methods, ploughing and harrowing with three horses, etc. He has not been a great success as a farmer, and was a source of sarcastic fun among his neighbours on account of his rough and ready way of doing things.'
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